The study investigated the influence of campus environmental factors on job commitments. The research design was quantitative descriptive sample survey of ex-post facto type while the population includes both male and female senior non-teaching staff of Olabisi Onabanjo University, Ogun State. Multi-stage sampling technique was used in choosing 200 participants selected from nine faculties and one college. A structured and close-ended questionnaire titled 'Campus Environmental Factors and Job Commitment Questionnaire' with reliability co-efficient of 0.85 obtained through Cronbach alpha methods was administered. 170 were retrieved from the 200 instruments administered. Data were analysed using frequency count, simple percentage, Pearson Correlation, and t test of significance. The study demonstrated a significant positive influence of campus environmental factors on job commitments of staff in the university. Useful recommendations were also raised.
Introduction
Human behaviour is shaped by many social phenomena and scholars have attributed these phenomenal factors inherent in human environment to human personality development and attitudinal disposition. While sociologists are concerned with the influence of socialisation process on people's personality and behaviour, psychologists differentiate between nature and nurture. Scholars in education explore variables within and outside schools environment in studying and understanding learning processes, outcomes, effectiveness and others. In management and organisational studies, where emphasis is laid on 'getting things done through people (mostly employee)', the internal and external organisational environment are considered as determinants of such workplace phenomena as, productivities, turnover, safety measure, performance, job satisfaction, job commitment, among others (Oludeyi, 2015) . A fact deductible from these is that every human attribute or disposition is a product of the internal or external environment within which they find themselves. Although biographic factors (such as education, skills, orientation, among others) contribute most to determining occupational attitude and employee behaviour in the workplace, it is often influenced and or informed by both physical and atmospheric conditions inherent in and outside the organisation. According to Junaida, Mahadir, SitiHajjar, and Afida (2010) the conditions of physical work environment influence an employee's functions and determine the wellbeing of organizations. Where the work environment is toxic, employees' attitudes, behaviour and ultimately commitment towards work will negate normal expectations in organisation. It appears that poor commitment or the failure of people who undertake different tasks in or outside the four-walls of organisations is logically the reason for institutional failure.
The foregoing typifies reasons why there has been growing interest in studies of staff commitment to work. According to Ali Abbaas and Ikhlas (2014: 93) , the surge in interest and attention on staff commitment literature was pursuant to the idea that this concept is a significant part of an employee's psychological conditions because employees, who experience high commitment, are theorized to display much positive workplace behaviour, such as high job performance, and citizenship activities, which definitely benefit the organization.
In developing countries like Nigeria, there are many challenges that threaten the true existence of the country and the only place, among other institutions, where the country can find succour is in the ivory towers. Akinsanya and Oludeyi (2013) posit that universities across the globe are centres for knowledge impartation, skill acquisition and manpower development. Guided by the National Policy on Education (2004), theNigerian educational system places emphasis on tertiary institutions to strive hard in ensuring acquisition, development and inculcation of the proper value orientation in all citizens, develop intellectual capacities in individuals for self-sustenance, acquisition of both physical and intellectual skills capable of enabling individuals to develop into useful members of the community, make them understand and appreciate their environments, and contribute to the upkeep of the society (Akinsanya and Oludeyi, 2013) . To serve in this capacity the university is traditionally expected to perform these duties through teaching, research and community services.
The above explains the central place that universities occupy among other types and kinds of organisations operating for the betterment and well-being of people and nations. Unfortunately, like every other organisations/ institutions, certain inherent academic and administrative constraints exist in university communities which adversely frustrate the institutions' efforts towards delivering the much expected service to the society (Akinsanya and Oludeyi, 2013) . The question is, do the variables in campus communities (such as management approach, boss personality, university policies, the physical condition of work, interpersonal relations and pay) allow for enhancement of staff commitment to work in university systems? In a bid to provide an answer to this question, with focus on non-teaching staff in the university system, this research work investigates the relationship between campus environmental factors and staff commitment to work. The study therefore places particular focus on non-teaching staff members that are above level six in Olabisi Onabanjo University, Ogun State.
Statement of the problem
Despite the immense benefits of university education to nation building, the potentials of higher education and indeed the university system in developing countries to fulfil these responsibilities is frequently thwarted by long-standing problems bedevilling the system (Ajayi&Ekundayo, 2008) . In the words of Ajayi and Ayodele (2004) , higher education in Nigeria is in travail, the system is riddled with crises of various dimensions and magnitude. A number of multi-faceted problems inhibit goal attainment and are raising questions, doubts and fears, all of which combine to suggest that the system is at a cross road. Staff members of public universities like every other government establishments have been reported to turn nonchalant attitudes to work. Laxity, mediocrity, and ineptitude currently reign among staff members while their work philosophy has become that of 'service to self' rather than 'service to the university system'. Hardly would anyone find any non-teaching staff member, especially among the rank and file, who are not job hunters. This is a clear indication that job commitment among these university workers may be affected. The problem becomes more worrisome as such lack of job commitment may contribute to the fall in standard of education and rapid knowledge declination currently experienced among Nigerians today. It may also be responsible for why Nigerian ivory towers are now accused of producing ill-prepared and unemployable graduates who seriously lack the skills and competencies needed to positively assist the nation in its quest for growth and development (Akinsanya&Oludeyi, 2013) .
Research Questions
The research questions guided in completing this study include the following:
1. Is there a significant relationship between campus environmental factors and staff commitment among senior non-teaching staff of universities? 2. What is the contribution of each campus environmental factors to job commitment of both male and female non-teaching staff of the university?
Literature review
Work environment has been defined as the sum of the interrelationship among the employees and the employers and the environment in which they work, which includes the technical, the human and the organisational environment (Yusuf&Metiboba, 2012 : Ali Abbaas&Ikhlas 2014 . While technical environment refers to tools, equipment, technological infrastructure and other physical or technical elements of the workplace, human environment includes peers, others with whom employees relate, team and work groups, interactional issues, leadership and management. The human environment can be interpreted as the network of formal and informal interaction among colleagues; teams as well as boss-subordinate relationship that exist within the framework of organisations. Such interaction (especially the informal interaction), presumably, provides avenues for the dissemination of information and knowledge as well as cross-fertilization of ideas among employees. Organisational environment includes systems, procedures, practices, values and philosophies which operate under the control of management. These three types of environment can be categorized into two basic types (toxic and conducive) based on the influence they exert on the people at work (Akinyele, 2010: 302; Chaddha, Ravi & Noida, 2011: 121; Yusuf&Metiboba, 2012: 37; Assaf, &Alswalha, 2013) .
There are many properties in campus environment that may affect both the physical and the psychological well-being of workers (Briner, 2000) . How well they engage with their working environment influences, to a great extent, their error rate, level of innovation and collaboration with other employees, absenteeism and ultimately, how long they stay in the job (Chandrasekar, 2011) which is a function of their commitment towards work. Chandrasekar (2011) identified twelve factors in the workplace environment which lead to either workers'engagement or disengagement. These factors include: goal-setting, performance feedback, role congruity, defined processes, workplace incentives, supervisor support, mentoring/coaching, opportunity to apply new skills, job aids, environmental factors, and physical factors. It seems palpable that these factors are identified along with many other factors, refined and compressed into six factors by Kyko (2005) . Kyko identified six factors that have determinant effects on whether workplace environment will be conducive or toxic. These factors include opaque management(include unclear vision, mission, goals, or objectives; badly defined systems, policies, regulations or rules; ambiguous roles, among others); personality of superior officer (boss who plays favouritism showing preference for one set of subordinates over others on their functions, senior officers who does not give recognition for performance, who claims credit for a subordinate's achievement, who censors the good performance of the employee to the higher management etc,); university policies(win-lose policies, centralization of power, creating privileged groups in the organization, closed door policy, poor fringe benefits, too much red tape); working conditions(hot and noisy working environment, unsafe work conditions, dirty work environment, insufficient resources, old technology, old machinery); interpersonal relationships(unhealthy politicking, lack of cooperation among workers, back stabbing, empire building, rumour mongering, alienation, mistrust, sabotage) and; pay below the market rate.
Staff commitment is a psychological state that characterizes the employee's relationships with the organisation, and has implications for the decision to continue membership in the organisation (Yusuf and Metiboba, 2012) . It entails attitude or orientation toward the organization which links or attaches the individual or worker to the establishment. It is a process whereby the goals of the individual or worker are increasingly integrated with those of the organization and it entails three components -workers' readiness to exert effort on behalf of the organization; workers' acceptance of organizational goals and values; and workers desires to remain with the organization. Employees are also theorised to experience this commitment on three bases, or mind-sets that play a role in shaping behaviour: affective, normative, and continuance, (Meyer&Herscovitch, 2001; Jaros, 2007; McMahon, 2007; Sundas, Noor, &Shamim, 2009; Ogaboh, et al, 2010; Yusuf and Metiboba, 2012) . Affective commitment is commitment based on emotional ties the employee develops with the organization primarily via positive work experiences. Continuance commitment occurs when an employee remains with an organization largely out of need, whether due to lack of alternatives or costs associated with leaving, such as lost income, seniority or retirement benefits. Such commitment (as a result of the need to) is continuance commitment. Normative Commitment is neither as a result of emotional affinity, nor as result of the perceived high cost of meeting certain target, but as a result of perceived obligation.
Studies on campus environmental factors and staff commitment to work
Studies abound on variables within organisations which determine variables on the workforce and work processes. Numerous among these studies (Nakpodia, 2011; Vikas&Ravis, 2011; Akinyele, 2010; Junaida, et al, 2010; Taiwo, 2010) are those that show empirical connections between workplace environment and workers' productivities. Other current research on work environment and employee productivities have used more specific factors in the workplace such as Working Conditions (Ali, Abdiaziz and Abdiqani, 2013), Workplace Quality (Demet, 2012). Other researchers have also linked workplace environmental factors with employees' job satisfaction (Tio, 2014; Saddat, Zarqa, Sajida, Farheen, & Malik, 2013) , job performance (Oludeyi, 2013b; Ajayi, Awosusi, Arogundade, Ekundayo, & Haastrup, 2011) , safety culture (Faridah, Rahmatul, & Razidah, 2012) organisational wellbeing (Junaida, et al, 2010) . Some studies also focus on workplace environment in relations to health and safety of workers in health industries. There is however no empirical research on campus environmental factors and staff commitment to work. The study of Yusuf and Metiboba (2012) only showed the connection between work environment and job attitude but not in relation to job commitment. Specifically, studies on workplace environment which are conducted in the university setting seem to focus on the influence of university environment on the job performance of teaching staff (for instance, Ajayi, et al, 2011) and not on job commitment among senior nonteaching staff. A study which was also conducted on job commitment among university staff only shows the connection between job satisfaction and job commitment among lecturers (Zainudin&Junaidah, 2010) . Hence, the need for the research question 1.
There are other empirical studies which attempted to link workplace environmental factors to other employee-related factors. The study of Tio (2014) used 74 samples with multiple regression analysis to measure the significance of work environment on job satisfaction among staff of a particular organisation, and found that work environment significantly determines job satisfaction. This result corroborates findings of previous research that investigated the connection between variables in workplace environment and workforce or work process (see Nakpodia, 2011; Vikas&Ravis, 2011; Akinyele, 2010; Junaida, et al, 2010; Taiwo, 2010) .
Other research has been conducted specifically on factors inherent in the workplace environment. For instance, Ali, Abdiaziz and Abdiqani, (2013) investigated and found that working conditions were significantly related to employee productivities in manufacturing sectors. With particular focus on such variables as comfort level and temperature in the office work, the study of Junaida et al. (2010) investigated the impact of the physical work environment on staff productivity. With 150 participants among civil servants in the Ministry of Youth and Sports in Malaysia, the study revealed the same result. This study was, however, on workplace environment and employee productivity.
The study of Demet, (2012) also revealed a significant positive relationship between workplace quality and productivity among bank workers while Faridah, Rahmatul, &Razidah, (2012) deviate a little from the trend in research on workplace environment. They studied organisational environment-behaviour and its influence on safety culture in organisation. In their opinion, just like an organisation behaves, so does the working environment, and this behaviour determines the level of safety consciousness among staff. Regardless of which environmental variables were examined, there seems to be a general census among these researchers. It is generally concluded that workplace environmental factors significantly influence such other employee related variables as health, safety, and well-being (Jain &Kaur, 2014) , job satisfaction (Tio, 2014; Saddat, et al 2013) , safety culture (Faridah, Rahmatul, &Razidah, 2012) , job performance (Ajayi, Awosusi, Arogundade, Ekundayo, &Haastrup, 2011) , organisational performance in public sectors (Chandrasekar, 2011) and so forth. What seems unsatisfying is that many of these researches were carried out in other developed countries foreign to the Nigerian context.
Few studies which have attempted to study Nigerian workplace environmental factors on staff related variables were done in institutions other than universities and those studies conducted in universities fail to show the empirical link between campus environmental factors and the job commitment of non-teaching staff of the universities (see Ajayi et al, 2011; Adeyinka, Ayeni, Popoola, 2007; Zainudin&Junaidah, 2010) . The dependent variable in the study of Ajayi et al (2011) was job satisfaction while workers morale and perceived productivity in industrial organisations was the dependent variable in Akintayo' study in 2012. Akinyele (2010) did another study that linked workplace environment to workers' productivity in the oil and gas industry. Yusuf and Metiboba, (2012) also linked work environment to workers' attitudes in all organisations in general. Job commitment among university non-teaching staff is seriously lacking and begging for empirical probing especially as it may be influenced by factors within the campus environment. In a bid to fill this gap, the following hypotheses were formulated:
Research hypotheses Ho 1 :
There is no significant relationship between university working environment and job commitment among senior non-teaching staff of universities. Ho 2 : There is no significant contribution of each campus environmental factors to job commitment among senior nonteaching staff in the university.
Research method
The research design was quantitative descriptive sample survey of expostfacto type while the population includes both male and female senior non-teaching staff of Olabisi Onabanjo University, Ogun State. The multistage sampling technique was used in choosing 200 participants. In choosing the sample size, the university was first grouped into strata based on the nine faculties and one college. Second, the simple random sampling technique was used in choosing 20 departments (two from each of the faculties) and 10 participants were selected from each department. A structured and close-ended questionnaire titled 'Campus Environmental Factors and Job Commitment Questionnaire' was developed. The instrument is structured into three parts: A to C. Part A seeks to gather general and demographic information about the respondents such as gender, age, rank, length of service, qualification etc. Part B entails a total of ten behavioural factor questions about job commitments. Part C comprises six (6) campus environmental factor questions, which were grouped into various subcategories (1-5). The seven rating scale (1 to 7) method was adopted in formulating the questions in parts B and C of the questionnaire. For example, while 1 represents the lowest commitment, 7 represents the highest commitment.
The validity of the instrument is done by giving the questionnaire to experts in Evaluation Studies and Department of Adult Education in the University of Ibadan and in the Department of Sociological Studies of Tai Solarin University of Education, Ogun State for both content and construct validity test. The reliability test of the instrument yielded reliability co-efficient of 0.85 obtained through Cronbach alpha methods. The responses were scored and used to prepare a spread sheet on Microsoft Excel for computer analyst. The statistical techniques that were used for analysis of the data include the use of frequency count, simple percentage, Pearson Correlation, and t test of significance.
Characteristics of the sample
A sample of one hundred and seventy (170) respondents of senior non-teaching staff, were used for the study. They were drawn from the nine faculties and one college of the university, namely: college of medicine, faculty of education, faculty of sciences, faculty of business administration, faculty of environmental sciences, faculty of engineering, faculty of law, faculty of social sciences, faculty of arts and faculty of pharmacy.The characteristics of the sample is presented in the table below: From Table 2 , the mean score of job commitment is 43.9, while the mean score of campus environmental factors is 131.58. Correlation (r) is 0.702, which is significant at 0.01. Therefore there is a high positive correlation between campus environmental factors and job commitments.
Research Question two:
what is the contribution of each campus environmental factors to job commitment of staff? Hypothesis two (Ho2): There is no significant contribution of each workplace environmental factors to job commitment among senior nonteaching staff in the university. In Table 3 , the contribution of each campus workplace environmental factors (management leadership approaches, Boss personal factors, physical working conditions, interpersonal relations with colleagues, and payment) on job commitments of senior non-teaching staff of the university is presented. While interpersonal relationship among colleagues contribute most significantly to job commitment of senior non-teaching staff of the university with 47% (adjusted R square of 0.479) height of contribution, management leadership approaches to issues has 42% of contribution (adjusted R square of 0.423). Boss personality or personal factors has 38% of contribution towards determining the job commitment of the participants. There is also a 37% contribution of university policies to staff commitment towards their job in the university while the physical working condition has 33% contribution to job commitments of staff in the university. With 27%, payment and rewards contribute the least to the extent to which staff are committed to their job in the university.Therefore each campus environmental factors contributes to job commitment among senior non-teaching staff in the university.
Discussion of Findings
The first research question: is there a significant relationship between campus factors and job commitment among senior non-teaching staff of Olabisi Onabanjo University, Ogun State? It was found that there is a high positive correlation between workplace environmental factors and job commitments. While the mean score of job commitment is 43.9, the mean score of campus environmental factors is 131.58. Correlation (r) is 0.702 which is significant at 0.01. Therefore, campus environmental factors such as management leadership approaches, boss personality, university policies, and physical working conditions, interpersonal relationship with colleagues and payment or remunerations have an influence on the job commitment of staff. This result corroborates findings of previous research that investigated the connection between variables in workplace environment and workforce or work process (see Nakpodia, 2011; Vikas&Ravis, 2011; Akinyele, 2010; Junaida, et al, 2010; Taiwo, 2010) . The difference, however, is that none of these findings are about senior non-teaching staff of universities.
On the contribution of each campus environmental factors to job commitment (Research question two), the analysis of variance (ANOVA) shows that there is significant contribution of each campus environmental factors to job commitment among senior non-teaching staff in the university. Interpersonal relationships among colleagues (such as the superior-subordinate and co-worker relationship which include office politicking, workers' cooperation, rumour mongering, trust and supporting team spirit) were found to contribute most significantly to job commitment of senior non-teaching staff of the university with 47% (adjusted R square of 0.479) of height. This result is consistent with findings of other studies such as Semerciöz, Hassan, and Aldemır, (2011) which investigated the influence of interpersonal and institutional relationship on innovativeness where innovation may not be possible without commitment to work. Bagraim, and Hime, (2007) as well as studies of Hassan, Toylan, Semerciöz, and Aksel, (2012) have previously demonstrated that trust-building interpersonal relationships between managers and workers positively lead to high productivity and organizational commitment in all the organizations whether public or private. Management leadership approaches to issues has second high contribution to job commitment (with 42% and adjusted R square of 0.423). This result further emphasises the key position of management in workplace studies. As revealed in the management style studied by Kalliny, Ograk, and Saran in 2004 which used a cross-cultural approach to find such management-related variables like authoritative, democratic, coercive, affiliate as correlates of affective job commitment among workers. This is inconsonance with numerous earlier findings of which Kyko (2005) is prominent. The same goes for boss personality or personal factors which has a 38% of contribution towards determining the job commitment of the participants.
There is also a 37% of contribution of university policies to staff commitment towards their job in the university while the physical working condition has a 33% contribution to the job commitments of staff in the university.
Interestingly, the study also reveals that payment and rewards contributes the least to the level in which staff are committed to their job in the university. This is because what brings commitment to work is not totally about the pecuniary aspect of the work, there are nonpecuniary aspects like boss-subordinate relationship, physical work conditions and so forth, which count significantly to improving job commitment among staff. This finding completely disagrees with the findings of Anvari et al. (2011) , which concludes that employee psychological contracts relating to pay or salary determine employee commitment, especially among non-teaching staff of a university. Prior to their research, Omolayo and Owolabi (2007) had found diametrically different results. While the former was conducted in India, the latter was in Ondo and Ekiti States of Nigeria. The present study thus agrees with the one which was conducted in the same national context.
Conclusion
There is high positive correlation between campus environmental factors and job commitments. Environmental factors such as management leadership approaches, boss personality, university policies, and physical working conditions, interpersonal relationship with colleagues and payment or remunerations have influence on job commitment of senior non-teaching staff of the university. In fact each workplace environmental factor not only correlates to but also determines job commitment among the senior staff in the university. Interpersonal relationship among colleagues (such as the superiorsubordinate and co-worker relationship which include office politicking, workers' cooperation, rumour mongering, trust and supporting team spirit) was found to contribute most significantly to the job commitment of senior non-teaching staff of the university followed by management leadership approaches to issues. Payment and rewards contributes the least to the level at which staff are committed to their job in the university.
Recommendations
In the light of the research findings, the following recommendations are made.
1. University management should bear in mind that campus environmental factors affect the level of commitment of senior staff to job and as such should, at every point in time, provide an enabling environment for staff.
2. Among the influencing factors in campus communities, interpersonal relationship among colleagues contributes most significantly to job commitment. On this premise, university administration should endeavour to foster cordial and harmonious employment relationship among senior non-teaching staff of the university. There is a clear indication that something is wrong with interpersonal relations among colleagues that needs urgent attention. Hence relationships that kill cordiality such as unhealthy politicking, lack of cooperation among workers, back stabbing, empire building, rumour mongering, alienation, mistrust, sabotage, and so forth, must be tackled by way of policy.
3. University management staffshould seriously take into consideration issues such as: the personality of the superior colleagues and especially university management approach to issues such as unclear vision, mission, goals, or objectives; badly defined systems, policies, regulations or rules; ambiguous roles; violated management principles; idle and inefficient used of resources; disruption of unity of command; when people get away cheating or not performing their duty.
4. That payment and rewards contributes the least to the level in which staff are committed to their job in the university. This is because what brings commitment to work is not totally about pecuniary aspect of the work, there are non-pecuniary aspects like boss-subordinate relationship, physical work conditions and so forth that count significantly in improving job commitment among staff. The university management needs to beef up on these areas.
Limitations of the study
A major limitation is the fact that the study is limited only to one university rather than combining more universities. The fact that the respondents were studied at a defined time period and not over a period of time results in a weaker causal interpretation. Hence no definite cause for the differences between employees in different office types can be established. The result is nevertheless well in line with the stated hypothesis that the factors within the campus can be an explanatory variable for job commitment of senior non-teaching staff of the university. It is also in line with the hypothesis that different factors (both on individual basis and combined) can be an explanatory variables for the perception of different environmental factors and related aspects on individual bases.
Another shortcoming is that the study was conducted in only one university and one location, Ago Iwoye area of Ogun State, a typical urban setting having different life conditions than in less populated areas. The optimal best result would have been achieved if the study were to span across the South Western part of the country, for example.
